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Over the past several decades we in speech communication education
: s - :
N\

L] ¥

have cogplained about the lack of required speech courses, in high.

-

school’, the lack of definitjontof speaking énq listening as basic

skills, the {nstruction‘of.speeth By English teachérs with no speech
) . .
training, and the lack of articulation .of speech commuriication programs
'Petweeq secoqd;ry sgﬁools and colleges ahg univerajtfes,1 'Ua;pe.the
'\gpeech qurrf‘hla iﬁ United States secondary schools hqve given .us

-
1

something to complain about or.maybe we in ipsti}ytions of higher

educaéipn have contributed to the problehm~ef(secondirx school:curfic-

ula of the past two‘Jecades. It seems that three appfoaches‘to "

cu?ticulum planning have been peLpﬁguate&:“the émorga;bo;d’approach,
“» ~

the hand-me-down approach, and teacher determined cdrrtéulum. These,

5bproaché§ have :oétributed:to the problem ident{fied by- the National

Eommission on Efkglience in Education’that ''secondary school

curricula hadetbeén homogen?zeq, dilqt;d, and‘diffu§ed to the pdint

, _ .
that they no longer have a central purpose."2

The sﬁorgasbord approach to_furriculum developmént came about

. in the 1960's when h.5~ schools, fbr the first timé, had more diverse’

-

—y . ."
learners. in the schools and were faced with the problem of trying to

[ 3

' keep students who traditionally‘would‘have dropped out to be
1 .

interested and to remain in schools. The pleas ?or~{elevapt, shart-

~

term condensed courses led to inst¥uction in popularized topics in

- -

_« - Jthe framework of mini-;&hrses‘ “Mini~courses or semester courses

¢ urses. - \

.“‘
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- -

abounded in topics such as intrapersonal communication, soap operas,
advertising, angd stage fights and falls. While these topics in and
of themSelves we@e not bad, the coh?ination of such Courses and the

isolated instruction of these }opics did net add up to adequate

4 ‘ . . L.

. ) preparat‘iron in needed basic si:ci_:lls. The -eva'iiabii.ity of a.smorgas-
board curriculum, freedom of studenfs to choose their -own courses, 4
;. and reduct:on of $pec|f|ed hlgh school graduatlon requ:nements have
. . . led to the eriticism of students! |nabillty to speak, ilsten and

think eritically.3 . y

!

H ; .
- + . .
. . o ’ ' +
\ ‘ + . L = " - . -

Colleges and universities, {n part, have been responsible for
- the hand-me-down épproach\to curriculum development in the High

schegﬁs.' The study of communication has evolved in the past quarter
century and has actually replaced the study of'speaking and

\iistening in many colleges and universities. Such & rapid expansion
. . M . u‘
of the discipline has stimulated hany'unEVersity faculxy members to

“»
’

address such topics as lnteipersonal conmunucation family communi-
-~ {
catlon organlzatlonai cdmmunlcamion, negotlatlons .ethnographic

4
4

studies.of communication in cuitures, and ‘the effect of media. *The

enthysiasm of coilege lnstrucuors for these topics typicaily in- .

fects- those students who are preﬁarlng to, teach in our secondary )
. - - a
schoois. In fact in some universities it is po§§|ble for pro-

, spective speech teachers to gradbate,witbout campleting courses in

[

public speaking, group dsséhssson debate, listening, interviewing,

or oral interpretataon ibqs, yhen‘faced yith the prospect of

"~

Ll
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developing or .teaching an established,curriculum in the .high s¢hool, ¢
many newiy EFained'speech teachers‘are'unprepared or uninterested in.

teaching topics which have not been part of their coliege curricula. |

Il

These new teéchers often teach what they have Iearned in college ‘in

the high school' without atteption to the Snestlons of (1) what are

“n\
* the basic sheaklng, listening and critrcal thinking skllls needed

by a}lfhlgh schoo¥ students, and (2): what are the best ways to
N . . I v . ¥ b . ¥
ensure that instruction in these skills brings about the desired

competencies.
Others outside of - the communfcation discipline do not hesitate

to |dent|fy critlcal cqmmunlcation skllis needed by hlgh school

-

students. A myrlad of commisslons, commlttees, states and profes-
slonaT organlzatlons have galled for the inclusion of speaklng,

Iistening, and the teachlng of critical thinklng in the hlgh school = .

"

curriculum. The following recent reports urge the teachlng of L
- v . .

speaking and Ilstenlng' (I) ‘A Netlon At Risk: “The Imperat|Ve for

- LI

Educatlonal Reform 51983), Department of‘ﬁducatlon by the National

Commission -on Exce]lence in Educatlon, (2) the College Entrance ..

+

Examlnatlon Board's report on Acédemlc Preparatlon for College

What Students Need to "Know. 3nd Be Able To Do (1983), '3 (3) The

Councid" for Basic Educatlon Checklist (1983), (h) The Task Force

" on Educatiqn For»EconoQic Growth: Action for Excellence: A - .

'Comprehenskve Plan to Improve Bur Nation's Schoois (1983) by the .

e N ]

- =
Education Commission of the-States;7n(Sl state reports from e

L
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Mtchlgan-.washlngton, F!orlda, Calrfornua Ore90n, and Texas; and -

LN

-
- (6) the Speech Communlcatuom AssoclatiOn rWlnlﬂBI Speaklng and

L:stenlng Competencues for High School G;deates”.a The Report '
of Secondary EducatlénStn Amertca by the Farnegle Foundatxon

\

calls for a requnred one-semester speech ourse .which would «

|nc|ude. . . _ ' . ;
at .
group d|scus5|on, formal debate,apubllc speaklng, and

reading literature aloud T .e[Boyer says] the goaJ
+ . not just effective'self-expressiOn; but also is reflec-
\Eive think}ng. gtudents' oral commencs mus t a1so§be

~ accompanied by ‘careful anal;sns and crlthue.hy

[ - . b

. s _teachers.9 ’ . . v

s

Thus,'foc'there to be clearer articulation between hiéh schbol and
college‘speech comounlcattOn programs we need'to dgjlge_whatvzs N
meant by speech camiunication and to dlstingulsh between courses
and curriculumlwhich are best taught\{d the sécondary schools and
:'those which should be left for post-secbndary'education ] .
The speC|ficatlon of what should be taught in a hlgh school
speech course from externaI .groups may become the dominant method
of currlculum deflnftlon of the next decade, bdt it fis not the way
_in which curriculum has been most frequently def]ned.. [ﬁd|VIdual-
teachers have been the major’determiners ofﬁhidh school curricula.

< :
Phil Cusick, lnstitute for Resarch on Teaching ¢IRT)} researcher,

conducted a fiijd,study in tﬁ? large Detroit area high schools andLL

/ s\

reported: . 1 - )

x
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N 5 . ;
’ that {secondary] sEhools lave given up on anmy genera1ized . - :- i;_
. * idea of what constitutes an-educatiom and have instead . -

- given control of the process over to individual teacher® who

* - . . ¢
. ) then strick an agreement, with sets of students. {He theh
~ PR L " * ! : )
c. . goes on to-say] . . . that may not be a "bad thing. Cer- ' .
. - R S o
“~ N -

tainiy the- current system provudes the specuallzatuon and ’

-

dIVerSltY magy educators say is needed to meetveach student's

L}

- *individual needs. 'The problem with/the system, according:’

- 1

. R . to Cusick, is that if students lack maturity of adu]t

-

- guf{ance, they may sllp thrdhgh it wlthout even the rudi- .

-

.ments-0f an educat:on. . . o Says Cusick 'we never found
anyone who sobject;ed his dr her lliefs te an emplrlcal

N R / ‘ ™ .
test 6r a test of consensus among the facuity S RN manx

. went so far as to say, "What | teach is good for thém. "

-

. o These were the teachers who would design courses based on - .

. their own interest and, Ry following the appropriate pro-

- cedures of their schoo1 had those courses indorporated

- . - :nto the curriculum. One ‘teacher created an eIectlve . . )

‘ A ‘ ) . ~

. .. caurse onfthe philosophy “of Aristotle and Plato because ‘ r
. o it intgrésted hin, He nurtured it-to a oo{nt where he ¢
tau t-three classes_of it every day.iovt ', - B
| > 'The results Cusdck :epo:ted are in keepimg wlth the preVIOUS l

ffndings of resarch uhlch.examlned the external'Ehd |nternal forces

on ‘teachers to define the curr:cyla. Floden said, Msince teachers. * 11

- . o - . e W [

! ( ‘ ) ® " ) ) - -
- . L . . . .o L
. . o - . . .




have f{he final say on the content presented to pupils, (lacher .

decisions about what content to present p}gbably have a substantial

effect on the pattern of student athievemhnt.”ll

[ ]

. of the extafnal pressures to add'topics to the e}ementary schgol

They found that‘

.currlculum the follow:ng affected teachers decus:ons

. L
- . -

R I qullc atign by central admlnistratlon of a set of

. objectives, . . . .

L] . L

é. ,§?andardized test results~qulished;

’ 3. Textbook content; ~
- - 4, .Distussions of the teacher with the principal;
b . e , b .
#

~§. Upper drade teachers; : ! .

"6. Parents._I2

Buchman and Schmidt examined the internal forces‘Which
N ] - * ’ )
effect the content f&ught in glementary classrooms. They found that

teachers' allocation of time to specific subjects were related to
. # N » ) ‘
their judgements about what emphasis they beljeved the content
. N . ' 4 *
. shouldbe given and their enjoyment of teaching the subject. However,

"teachers do not seem to necessarily spend less time on &’ subJect

! just because,the! find |tadlﬁf|cult to teach."I§ iHf, :neeed,‘:FeecL'
.: teachers ha?e had Iimiggd university preparation in the'teaching
‘of bublic speaking, non-speech traieed telachers are teaching speecH,
- dr*;eaqhers do naqt perceive a need for speech training, ipstructioq
in speaking. and Iismehidg is litely to'be,de-emphasizeq. Also,

.\\\\ . speech is wedged into an already full English or language arts [

. -
. N - [ 4 b
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L

curricdlum.'and if, as a recent survey'indicptes. speech textbooks

! » . . N ‘e
- ' “are infrequentlty or never used in 61% of the speech c:.las.s.rooms..“l '
- .- 1 . . ; .
i - -~
the content‘of speech communfcation in high schools may be ill- .,
defined.' i ¢ . L ) .

* \ -
Definition and development of Speech communication curriculum '

-

requires {1) carefully and_specificall&’defined &bjectiveﬁg\(z): . :

development of courses and programs using the most up-to:dete. 1 T
o -

. knowledge ava:lable about subJeCt matter, prlnclples. and skllls,
Sy

and (3) use of the results of research on!teaching to present new . .
know| edge in the'most effective means'p055|b1e We in, gpeech
commun:catton at the high school“and college ievels need (to - <

collaborate to |dent|fy and examine. the key issues in teachlng . ] .
. . A
-’ speﬁking ahd listening. We need to |ncorporate what has been '

A + ’ .
_learned about developing functional communlcatrbn competence at

-

. L .all developmental levels into a coherent. K-12 curriculum, We (H ' .
sider

’ . -+ " I. ’
need to examine the literature regarding fime-on-task ’ tg con

] . . . >

how we can, maxtfiize the use of class time to enhance students
development and pFéctice of speech skills (i.e., Is it the best

use of students time for them to listen to each other s speeches’
] st
as opposed to giving more speeches?) We nieed to look at’ the:
research in teacher explanationI6 to determine witat Implj— .
1] . . " b
cations exist for modeling speeches and directiy\teaching signifi-
“ ‘{’ .‘ .

cant communication perciples. In éssence,e need tq return to

L] ~

a fbcus on the speaking and listening content and the educational

3

® " research.which could bear on its instruction.

L4 .
+ .
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. the reparts, we need to i‘\fhprov.e our abi'lity to measure speech

and bring together those measurement and research‘knowledge_and

” R
‘\a.caomplished. _ ' S . /

i " The goal of developing currjcuium on speakirg a'n.d listening

;. " » 1
Also, if we want to dg\;elop speech pll-ograms which res®nd to
\ ' '

I
L

proficiency.and progréaéive competence,. and to distinguish between
speakiﬁg and listening competence and incompetence. Setting
. . Y * .

educational objectives for students which can be measured will Ve

\

assist in cut‘riculum'deveiopment. The authors of Research Within

Reach: Oral énﬂritten Communication cited Loban as saying,

'"'the language arts curriculum inevitably shrinks or expands to the

-

boundaries of what is evﬂuaﬁg@ﬁ'lr They go on to 's.;ay “one reason

for the neglect of eral. communication instruction in American -
1< r

public schools ifv the lack of appro'pl:iat% measurement technoiégy.!’ls.
s & . Lt , ‘.
[f secondary schools and colleges and unLve;sitiei could collabbrate

L

a -
-

skills they have, evaluation of speech communication could be

"~

canpot be accomplished in a serendipitous fas:ijn or a one-shot ? \
, .

in-service app{oa‘s. -Rather ‘we can only begin-to-impact the artic- -

. . .
ulation between high school andecollege university gpeech

) ’ , = £ - : , . -
sﬁnimuniéation programs iﬁ‘acult? in colleges take seriously the
™~ - vt -

strengthening of relationships with K<12 schools. Ernest ,Boyé;l

in his 1980 address at the.American Association for Higher Eduga-

- .
L 4 -

tion Conference, -/




\ ' N .
] pointedto the'void he perceived bétwéen\ihe colieges and

_the schools. The university's disregard for the lower z:z;eg,

,hq:malntained, impedes the nurture of the academy itsel
. - B rl
< « . T, .-
The rec[prbca} process of American educatlon, Boyer ‘insisted,
= . - - . .

b i .
Is fragmented and distorted when profesors ignore.develop- ‘
\ ments in the e¢lementa® and secondarQ schools: "it's such

a simple point - the need for close:collaboraIiOn - and yet

' in recent Ybars‘thig school/college relativnship has been
> . . * B b . *

- T . -

essentially ignored. . . - We cannot have.excellence in * '
hjgher education if we do not have excellence in school.I9
. 70ne way in which close collaboration and builfing of excellence . 5_\

I i . -
‘could be accomplished is if eacH college department of speech 1

. . F . LAY [
\ communication in this country would establish a partnership with «

e

*: a local high school to join with the teachers tvﬁelop and” ;N

[y

. . - * -
enﬁbnce their speech communication program. .Such an adoption must
.y b = . ? - *

be done in 3 collaborative mpde’with mutual respect and trust,”
reguiar commUnication,‘and‘yith both ﬁarties acEepEing the respon=-

§ibil’fy for the digection and success 6r failure of the-project.

WOrkihg.together, faculty in speech could accomplish the
folloWirg objectives: (1) develop an integrated and coordinated -
\ . ' 1 { - . .
qﬁ'l%—college curr:Zulum which identifies the principles and skills

-

to be tapght at each level [note: a similar recommendation was ™ 4 |,

called for by communication conferees at the New-Orleans Conferénce
‘. - : . . - . . .
on Resarch and Thstructional- Development in 1968201;_(2)'study the

impact of tﬁh <curriculum -on studenf§; (3) assess the relationship

. . .
- r
.
. . B A * ‘
. f

- . -~ " .Q




aof skill in speak;ing and T‘:stening to skill inweading and writing, .

x P Y ¢ ;/
crlt:cal thlnklng, s.e]f u’:confldence and other academic success, :
” . - . * *
: r (ll) asse,ss different methods of teachmg Speech for example by ‘ L o
) - . . 12

) using the explanartlon madel, or b)sassessrng the affects o.% : .

L
L]

dlffereqt types 3j evaluatlon on student s success, (5) study the, -

. . S ‘%? ‘J : '
effects of dlffereru: m-servuce teacher tralnlng dels whlch Ty :

hl il K 5“ L]
eg‘hance teacher's abilities to teach"Speaklng andt listening; ahd

- L3 3
]

: (6) work to strengthen the communi%ation skills jof all classroom h o

. {é@{:\s}since they provide the models t‘hat influence our s;udént\s.' Ty .
. . L]

.« |If each college that currently provides a _speech currlculurn A | @,

-

¢ establlshed such a partngrship with one hlgh School 446 high . ; . "

-

school programs could be affectéd im'ned‘:en:ely.z'l Since‘_c@.n_ge .
. y ' . - ‘ ~

.. - ! ' * - [
occurs at-the local level, not at the wnational” or state level, -

" this model could maximize the chance of brining about clearer - ﬂ
. . . FY . " .

artlcula-sion of programs 4h high schools and colleges.! ﬁb R ) N

& - On a{different note, the charge to universitie

3 . —

' . Y.
EngIJsh ard” language astsz if teachers determlne the curriculﬂm, .
! - - r -
L4 * - - r - * - - 3 - " "
. then'it is the' responsibility of .colleges and universies te g \\

17, * - ' - . %

- - g - Q = - " .
prepare teachers w-i-th: (). positive attltudes toward the . -

W. ’ . . -

teachmg .of épeech (2) confidence in their abl]ltles to teach : SRR .

b . .
and evaluate spgech’ and to e,nhance the sk:lls of thelr studentS, - .
.. 7 Y - "
. ; w . . .

~. ' and (3) knowledgelﬁof the contént they wJIl teach in the seondary .. o

Al

s Schools, not merely of other interesting, but™ess basic

r .
. L] « - - . L

apects of communication. |f speech is to be t:algght.J in every e,
.o . s e




class, as some propose, ]:hen State legislation will be needed to
-mandate the preparation of all teachers. Perhaps we mlght go to

a model like that required in Mlchlgan of prepansng all téachers’

+ [
L] .

to be teachers o?“roading. We could expect all teachers to be

teachers of gpeaking and_listening‘but'only with proper prepara-' .

tion. ‘Not to train teachers to teach speech is to endorse the
position that speech I's an abt whicn*people do naturally and thus
need nd specialized .Craining to do, better. We must nog be

hS 1 ¢ - .
.@q_‘ ‘

. nEana}Iy, colleges can aed hlgh schools by recogquing

outstandLng speech programs, teﬁchers and studentis. Lriteria for
. awardlng sthools, teachers,- and students such recognltiOn could,
] . . t" N )
be created. The visibility of the, programs, teachers, and students. .

v oon Y Ll.as D

’ could enhance the publlc qonfidence in sur schools, as we

. cqu'ld reinforde the-lr belief that speaklngals an impqrtant ‘skil'l
which merits special instructlon. Hhile traditionally scholatships

were glven for debate and forenslcs, new schcﬁarships might be

given to outstanding teachers to return for g;aduate study i"-& L o
N . '
speech_gr cbmmunlcation or to outstand|ng oHTTege-bound tudents . = _
. v .
‘\ _ ﬂho |ntend to enter the teachlng profession. P — >
He need to‘yeet the cha}ienge of putting™ to u commuii- .
- L) t L
' cation principles we profess) ‘working closely x .
in3t tutions which. zin ,md ke 2. dlfferepge in students déa#ing -
" B . . '-/“ t,... M"‘u-. L )
and listening compe ncies’ He in post-secondary [n itutlons :

el TR " P :. g3 n N T ——



~ suffer when s?uden}:s lack “these basic skil?s and thus, have an -

— . . - 3 - .' - *
obligation to work with secondary institutions to enhance the -

3 . - . 'a . Fa
instruction- of-these skills.- To accomplish mutually *benericlal . .
L S " o . ) \
- ghals and clearer articulation between secondary schools. and. <
. * . . - - ) | . .
et g9l leges and universities, we need to work together to ‘define, . .
develop, evaluate, and recognize speech ‘communication in the \ <
* . * 0 > : ! ' ’ = J’ b -
secondary schools. . . . Ly
. o . ' ’ ) .
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